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1 . This Office action is in response to the amendment filed 02/06/08. Claims 1-9, 
12-26 and 29-61 are pending with claims 34-61 being withdrawn from consideration for 
being directed to a non-elected invention. Claims 10, 1 1 , 27 and 28 have been 
canceled. 

2. Applicant is reminded that in accordance with 37 CFR 1.121 (c) (4) the text of a 
canceled claim should not be presented. 

(4) When claim text shall not be presented; canceling a claim. 

(i) No claim text shall be presented for any claim in the claim listing with the 
status of "canceled" or "not entered." 

(ii) Cancellation of a claim shall be effected by an instruction to cancel a 
particular claim number. Identifying the status of a claim in the claim listing as 
"canceled" will constitute an instruction to cancel the claim. 

All future responses must not include the text of the canceled claims. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 4, 12-14, 19-26 and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 4 it is unclear how there can be a second cross beam positioned 
between the base beam and the top beam and a vertical intermediate chord 
positioned as claimed such that the intermediate chord connects a portion of the 
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second cross beam to the base beam. Did applicant intend the cross beam to 
extend between the chords rather than the base and top beam? The examiner 
requests applicant to map each of the elements of claim 4 to one of the figures. 
Also note that "the top beam" lacks a proper antecedent basis and should read - - 
the top support beam - -. 

Claims 12-14 depend from canceled claim 11 thereby rendering the scope of the 
claims unascertainable. For purposes of applying art in this action the examiner 
will assume applicant had intended claim 12 to depend from claim 1 and the 
claims will be treated "as best understood". 

In claim 19 "the first edger chord" lacks a proper antecedent basis and should 
read - - the first edge chord - -. 

In claim 20 at lines 21 and 24 it is not clear which top support beam "the top 
support beam" references as both a first top support beam and a second top 
support beam have been defined in the claim. It appears that applicant should 
add - - first - - before "top support beam" at line 21 and - - second - - before "top 
support beam" at line 24. 

It is unclear how claim 22 further limits claim 21 as it appears the limitation set 
forth in claim 22 is already present in independent claim 20. 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 9, 12-14 (as best understood), 15-18 and 20-33 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 2002/0059756 to Matsubara. 

As noted in the marked up copy of figure 1 1 below, Matsubara provides first (1) 
and second (2) edge chords, a top support beam 3, and at least one cross beam 
which is a base beam (4). Matsubara further teaches biaxial sleeve connections 
7H3 and 7H4 integral to the edge chords and at least one cantilevered beam 
extension (5) of base beam (4) extending past and edge chord and at least one 
cantilevered beam extension (6) offset from support (bottom) such that the top 
beam (3) extends past an edge chord. Extension (6) can also be considered the 
first chord extension of claim 18. 



FIG. 11 
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With respect to claims 20-33, as noted in the marked up copy of figure 12 below, 
Matsubara provides a first edge chord (1) spaced from a second edge chord (2), 
a substantially vertical intermediate chord (3), a first top support beam (4) 
extending between second ends of first edge chord (1) and second edge chord 

(2) , a second top support beam (5) extending between second ends of 
intermediate chord (3) and second edge chord (2), a first intermediate cross 
beam (6) that connects a portion of first edge chord (1) and intermediate chord 

(3) and which has a cantilevered beam extension (7). Biaxial connection means 
are provided as noted above. Note the second edge chord will be the left 
endmost vertical chord in the embodiment of figure 12 which is a mirror image of 
the right endmost side shown. There may be any number of intermediate chords 
depending on the desired length. A second cross beam (9) connects a portion of 
the second edge chord (2) and intermediate chord (3). Together first cross beam 
(6) and second cross beam (9) comprise a base beam. The first top beam (4) 
has a cantilevered beam extension (8) which is offset from the support surface 
(the bottom). 
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7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
2002/0059756 to Matsubara. 

The frame 3 of Matsubara provides each of the elements of the claim except for 
the biaxial connector. 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one having ordinary 
skill in the art that a biaxial connector such as taught by 7H3 and 7H4 could have 
been provided on frame 3. It would have been obvious so as to allow frame 3 to 
be easily connected at the edge chords in an additional direction. There would 
have been no unexpected or unpredictable results achieved by providing biaxial 
sleeve connectors on the edge chords of frame 3. 

8. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
2002/0059756 to Matsubara in view of U.S. Patent 3,834,681 to Fordyce et al. 
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Matsubara provides each of the elements of the claim as noted above except for 
at least one diagonal strut. 

Fordyce teaches that at the time of the invention it was known that construction 
blocks could be provided with diagonal struts at 44. Further is a well known 
engineering principle that adding diagonal struts increases strength. 
It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one having ordinary 
skill in the art that the blocks of Matsubara could have been provided with at least 
one diagonal strut positioned between the edge chords. It would have been 
obvious to increase the load bearing capabilities of the blocks. There would have 
been no unknown or unpredictable results achieved by modifying the members of 
Matsubara to include diagonal strut(s). 

9. Claim 8 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Note particularly U.S. Patent 2,423,936 to Henderson which teaches that at the 
time of the invention it was known to embed lengths of metal pipe or "sleeves" 
within precast concrete structural members to permit adjacent members to be 
secured together. Figure 7 shows the sleeves in biaxial directions. 
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1 1 . Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to ROBERT J. 
CANFIELD at telephone number (571)272-6840. 



Robert J Canfield 
SPE 

Art Unit 3635 

/Robert J Canfield/ 



Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3635 



